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REMARKS 

In response to the Restriction Requirement dated 
February 11, 2008, Applicants hereby provisionally elect with 
traverse the invention of Group I, claims 11-19, directed to the 
bag and assembly of bag and dip tube. 

This application is a §371 national stage application 
of International Application PCT/NL03/00124 . Accordingly, the 
Office is required to follow the rules regarding unity of 
invention in PCT rules 13.1 and 13.2. However, the Office 
appears to have improperly applied U.S. restriction practice for 
this application. See, Caterpillar Tractor v. Commissioner of 
Patents and Trademarks, 650 F. Supp. 218 (E.D. Va 1986) . See 
also MPEP §1850. 

Further, it is respectfully submitted that had unity of 
invention been applied, unity would have been found to exist and 
all of the claims would have been examined together in this 
application. In this regard. Applicants submit that the Office 
Action fails to satisfy its burden in showing that claims lack of 
unity under the requirements of PCT Rules 13.1 and 13.2, 

PCT Rule 13.1 states that '"the international 
application shall relate to one invention only or to a group of 
inventions so linked as to form a single general inventive 
concept". PCT Rule 13.2 further provides that ^^where a group of 
inventions is claimed in one and the same international 
application, the requirement of unity invention referred to in 
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Rule 13.1 shall be fulfilled only when there is a technical 
relationship among those inventions involving one or more of the 
same corresponding special technical features. The expression 
^special technical features' shall mean those technical features 
that define a contribution which each of the claimed inventions, 
considered as a whole, makes over the prior art." 

However, as noted above, the Office has not applied 
this standard. Instead, it follows US restriction practice. 
.s\ Also, the Office Action lacks any discussion to support a finding 

of lack of unity of invention. There is no mention as to why the 
claims lack a corresponding special technical feature to form a 
single general inventive concept. 

Therefore, Applicants submit that the Office Action 
fails to satisfy its burden in showing that the lack of -unity 
determination satisfies the requirements of PCT Rules 13.1 and 
13.2. 

Further, it is noted that claim 20, which is directed 
to the method of making the bag of Group I, is strongly linked to 
the configuration of the bag as claimed in claims 11-19 of Group 
II. In particular, the cross-shaped configuration shown in Fig. 
5 of the present application, which allows attaching the side 
pieces 51, 52 to a central piece 50 and make all pieces from 
continuous strip materials as shown in Figs. 11 and 12. As such, 
it is respectfully submitted that the inventions of Groups I and 
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II share a common special technical feature, and thus, they have 
unity of invention. 

For these reasons. Applicants submit that the Office's 
request for restriction is not proper. Thus, kindly search and 
examination of all the claims in their full scope together in 
this application as the inventions of Group I and Group II have 
unity of invention. 

In the event that the Office disagrees, kindly consider 
the possibility of rejoinder of the non-elected invention, upon 
an indication of allowance of the elected invention per U.S. 
practice . 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, 
concurrent, and future replies, to charge payment or credit any 
overpayment to Deposit Account No. 25-0120 for any additional 
fees required under 37 C.F.R. § 1.16 or under 37 C.F.R. § 1.17. 

Respectfully submitted, 

YOUNG & THOMPSON 
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